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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The currently pending claims considered below are claims 7-1 1 . 

Terminal Disclaimer 

2. The terminal disclaimer filed on 5/22/2008 disclaiming the terminal portion of any 
patent granted on this application which would extend beyond the expiration date of US 
Patent 6,658,589 has been reviewed and is accepted. The terminal disclaimer has 
been recorded. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 7-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bamford et al. ("Bamford" US Patent 5,449,367, issued 3/12/1996) in view of Crowe et 
al. (US Patent 5,970,488) 

As per claim 7, Bamford teaches "In a computer system having a plurality of 
nodes, each node having access to a shared common database and also having local 
storage," (see Abstract, Figure 3, wherein client nodes composed of memory and a 
processor access a shared database) 



Application/Control Number: 10/662,082 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2168 

"providing a local redo log in local storage for said node, said node including 
information regarding data in said shared common database" (Figure 3, column 5 lines 
55-64, column 6 lines 20-30, 42-53, wherein each client is provided with a log and 
access to a common database) 

selecting at least one of said nodes to perform an operation (column 12 line 10 - 
column 14 line 9, wherein a client is chosen and submits database modification 
requests) 

"obtaining information regarding a directory location of said local redo log for said 
at least one node;" (column 10 lines 23-59 and column 14 lines 3-9, wherein a log is 
located for the client) 

"setting said local redo log to be read/write accessible by said selected at least 
one node;" (column 6 lines 3-14 and lines 31-39, wherein the log can be read and 
written by clients) 

backing up data in said shared common database by accessing data in said 
shared common database (Figure 3, column 6 lines 56-67, column 8 lines 55-67, 
column 10 lines 8-15, wherein data is modified and stored in a shared database) 

Bamford does not teach selecting a node to perform backup operations and 
backing up data in said node by accessing data in said node to provide backup data. 

Crowe teaches selecting a node to perform backup operations and backing up 
data in said node by accessing data in said node to provide backup data, (column 2 
lines 1 9-28, column 1 0 line 57 - column 1 1 line 27, column 1 1 lines 53-65, column 1 2 
lines 52-62, wherein a copy of the database is stored in each machine and an updated 
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table list is stored with an updated record list to track and access copies of the 
database) 

It would have been obvious at the time of the invention for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to combine Bamford's method of providing a log system to clients in a system 
that tracks information in a central database with Crowe's method of storing a copy of a 
database in a plurality of nodes for backup purposes. This gives the user the advantage 
of providing backup operations in Bamford's method in addition to the recovery process 
to respond to failures in the system. The motivation for doing so would be speed up an 
update process and reduce the cost of maintaining copies of data in a database system 
(column 2 lines 1-16). 

As per claim 8, Bamford teaches "said archived redo logs in local files on each 
of said nodes are set to be read and write accessible through mounting with a network 
file system (NFS), using the same name each of said nodes." (column 33-67) 

As per claim 9, Bamford teaches "said archived redo logs are created with 
names which allow a backup or recover utility to identify which node an archived redo 
log belongs." (column 10 lines 14-28) 

As per claim 10, Crowe teaches "before said step of running a backup utility 
which backs up said common data and said archived redo logs for said computer 
system, shutting down access to said common data." (column 9 lines 27-43) 

As per claim 11, Crowe teaches "said backup utility allows for a user- supplied 
scripts for shutting down access to said common data." (column 9 lines 27-43) 
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Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments, see page 4, filed 5/22/2008, with respect to the rejection 
of claims 7-1 1 in regards to 35 USC 103(a) have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

a. Examiner is entitled to give claim limitations their broadest reasonable 
interpretation in light of the specification. See MPEP 21 1 1 [R-l] 

Interpretation of Claims-Broadest Reasonable Interpretation 
During patent examination, the pending claims must be 'given the 
broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification.' Applicant 
always has the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution and broad 
interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, 
will be interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 162 USPQ 541,550- 
51 (CCPA 1969). 

b. Applicant's arguments is stated as Bamford in view of Crowe does not 
teach selecting at least one node to perform backup operations and backing up 
data in said node and said shared common database by accessing data in said 
node and said shared common database and also in said local redo log to 
provide back up data. 

In regards to the argument, examiner respectfully disagrees. The 
argument as stated as Crowe does not specifically teach the method of backing 
up a shared common database. The examiner respectfully points out that the 
prior art of Crowe is utilized by the examiner to teach the step of selecting a node 
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for backup operations and backing up the data in said node. Crowe teaches that 
data is broadcast in the whole network and the nodes in the network process and 
store the data, acting as a backup, as summarized in column 2 lines 18-28. As 
further disclosed in column 1 0 line 57 - column 11 line 27, an Object Manager 
selects the nodes in the network to receive data updates that the respective 
nodes then stores for backup purposes. This is then combined with the prior art 
of Bamford, which teaches a distributed log system with a shared database, as 
can be seen in figure 3, wherein reference 323 and 324 are the log that are 
dedicated to specific nodes, and reference 325 discloses a shared databases 
between the clients. As disclosed in column 6 lines 20-38 of Bamford, data is 
written on the shared database and can also be modified according to column 6 
line 56-67. By combining the ability of Crowe for each node to be selected for 
backup purposes and store backup data in each node with Bamford's ability to 
record log information and store backup data in a shared common database, 
shared between clients, all the limitations of claim 7 is disclosed. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine 
the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce 
the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to 
do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1 071 , 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 
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(Fed. Cir. 1 992). In this case, the prior art of Crowe, utilized to combine with the 
primary art of Bamford, teaches that previous backup and update operations 
related to a shared database is too slow and cumbersome, and it would be hard- 
pressed to utilize it in a real-time system, so more efficient backup operation 
procedures are necessary (column 2 lines 1-16). Bamford's method of utilizing 
logs when updating backup data in a network including a shared database would 
benefit from Crowe's ability to keep backup information in individual nodes of the 
network. 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized 
that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction 
based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only 
knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed 
invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the 
applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 
443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 



Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DANGELINO N. GORTAYO whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-7204. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tim T. Vo can be reached on (571 )272-3642. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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